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DECEMBER16, 1963, W A S  A SIGNIFICANT DAY 
for higher education, for on that day Congress passed the Higher 
Education Facilities Act. Libraries received 22 percent of the first 
$470,000,000 granted, and nearly a half billion dollars a year is the 
current appropriation level for undergraduate and graduate grants 
and for loans, with the authorization being three times this level. But 
this should only be the beginning. The Carnegie Commission on the 
Future of Higher Education last year recommended that Congress 
increase federal aid to higher education in all forms from its present 
level of three and a half billion a year to thirteen billion by 1976. 
In addition, private revenue sources would, hopefully, continue to pay 
half of the necessary level of total expenditure, while the responsi- 
bility of the states would be reduced from 27 percent to 17 percent. 
There are still major universities with library buildings dating from 
the turn of the century-clearly outdated and incapable of meeting 
the needs for books, readers and staff in the latter third of this cen-
tury.l New colleges and universities are being created, and an in- 
creasing number of branches is being added to long established state 
universities. All of this has made the 1960's a fantastic period of aca- 
demic growth and library construction; there appears to be good 
reason to expect the 1970's to exceed the strides of the past decade. 
With all this activity, there is a need as never before for adequate 
guides for the planning of library buildings which will meet the 
needs of institutions for fifty to eighty years. Although some of the 
classics in the literature are still useful, there are enough new prob- 
lems and complexities that another publication treating university 
library buildings needs no apology. This issue of Library Trends was 
designed in particular to review developments in university library 
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buildings over the past two decades and to give special attention to 
some of the more difficult areas where new trends in higher educa- 
tion are stretching the technology, requiring new planning tech-
niques, and treading ground not covered by published information. 
There are a number of landmarks in the literature which still serve 
to help an institution which is planning a new library facility. In 
1941 Wheeler and Githens' The American Public Library Building 
appeared and its suggestions can still be applied with profit to an 
academic setting. In 1946 Herman H. Fussler directed an institute 
at the University of Chicago Graduate Library School, and published 
its proceedings as Library Buildings for  Library S e ~ i c e , ~  which cov- 
ered broadly and competently a number of the most significant topics 
of interest at that time. In 1949 the famous book Planning the Univer- 
sity Library Building? by John Burchard, Charles David, and Julian 
Boyd appeared. This work was the result of some years of discussions 
by librarians, architects, and engineers as members of the Coopera- 
tive Committee on Library Building Plans. This is another classic 
still valuable for modern application. 
In 1952 the first Library Buildings Plans Institute was staged by 
the Association of College and Reference Libraries' Building Com- 
mittee. This was followed by a series of annual institutes with pub- 
lished proceedings. These proceedings are of uneven value yet occa- 
sionally have an extraordinary paper on such important issues as 
modular design or compact storage of books. In 1960 Ralph W. 
Ellsworth privately published his stimulating compendium entitled 
Planning the College and University Library Building: A Book for 
Campus Planners and Architects.5 In 1963 Anthony Thompson, a 
British architect, published his useful Library Buildings of Britain 
and Europe: An International Study which included a theoretical 
discussion, bibliographical citations, and plans and details of a large 
number of libraries in Europe as well as some in the western hemi- 
sphere. 
The modern classic is without doubt Keyes D. Metcalf's Planning 
Academic and Research Library B~i1ding.s.~ This should be on the 
shelf of not only the librarian but also the architect and planner of 
any institution which is undertaking a major library project. Met- 
calf's treatise incorporates the wisdom of this eminent academic li- 
brary building expert and is comprehensive, detailed, and lucid; 
however, even in this book there are areas where recent develop- 
ments have not been covered extensively. 
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This issue of LibrarzJ Trends was in some measure designed as a 
supplement and an updating of Metcalf's work; it studies develop- 
ments in this decade which have created new problems, which make 
use of new techniques, which form new trends, and which are lead- 
ing to new successes while undoubtedly creating some new chal-
lenges and problems in the planning of effective university library 
buildings. 
One should not leave a brief review of the landmarks without 
touching upon two organizations which have provided extraordinary, 
although indirect, assistance to librarians. One of these is the Edu- 
cational Facilities Laboratories, Inc. (EFL), of the Ford Foundation. 
EFL supported the 1964 Colorado Institute for the Training of 
Library Building Consultants and has funded a number of studies 
and many reports on a wide variety of educational and library build- 
ing needs. EFL supported projects resulting in such publications as 
the 1964 pamphlet on Study Carrels: Designs for Zndependent Study 
Space,s the excellent 1967 pamphlet, The Zmpact of Technology on 
the Library Building? and Environmental Eualuatiom of 1965.1O Its 
efforts are commendatory and constitute required reading for anyone 
planning educational facilities for the future. The second publisher is 
the United States Office of Education which has obvious interests 
in seeing that its grants to educational institutions are used wisely 
and economically. It has supported a good deal of research; one of 
the best products has been Educational Facilities with New Media.ll 
Anyone wishing to prepare himself thoroughly for a major library 
building effort, would undoubtedly profit by studying some important 
publications in the fields outside the educational one. There are a 
number of monographs which provide careful or scholarly treatment 
of architectural problems and should certainly be considered back- 
ground reading for anyone working in this area. ( A  number of such 
works are listed in the additional reference section.) 
A work useful in giving a clear understanding of the actual process 
of campus building design is University Space Planning: Translating 
the Educational Program of a University into Physical Facility Re-
quirements12 by Harlan D. Bareither and Jerry L. Schillinger. Such 
items can be supplemented for specific problems by citations pro- 
vided by an architect. 
To introduce the articles which follow, it may be useful to sum- 
marize some of the more recent criticisms made of university library 
buildings. Any building is bound to have weaknesses, yet when errors 
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recur in many building efforts and when librarians and architects 
have not gained wisdom from the errors of the past, it is a sad com- 
mentary on the usefulness of librarians who are supposed to preserve 
and make available the records of past thought and experience. 
In a 1952 Library Trends, Ernest J. Reece provided a most compe- 
tent review of trends which concluded with the statement: “Persons 
exploring library problems have commented . . . that there exists no 
scientific basis for evaluating library buildings and therefore for plan- 
ning them. . . . There are questions too about flexibility, and whether 
it should be applied to a building as a whole; and the same about 
expansibility, since even it must have limits. There are also insuffi- 
ciencies to be overcome on the constructional side. . . .”I3  
It is curious that a dozen years later Verner W. Clapp, then Presi- 
dent of the Council on Library Resources, iterated that “there is 
little that can be called scientific in the development of library archi- 
tecture.” Clapp proposed that studies for improved building design 
constitute an essential program for overcoming the obstacles in the 
future of the research library. He stated that the experience which is 
used in planning buildings is “for the most part almost entirely quali- 
tative and rule-of-thumb in character and rarely represents the test- 
ing of specific alternatives or hypotheses.” l4 Enumerating a selection 
of building weaknesses, he then refers to problems of supervision, 
the ratio of seating capacity to enrollment, the speed of delivery of 
books, exit controls, illumination, departmentation, book storage fa- 
cilities, and concludes that “a program of needed research should be 
laid out and followed.”15 
Writing three years before Clapp, Ralph Ellsworth outlined his tar- 
gets for research in the Rutgers “State of the Library Art” volume on 
BuiZclings.16 Ellsworth reviews a great number of aspects of the build- 
ing program and gives his personal assessment of them. He points out 
where no research is needed and outlines those that need effort. Con- 
cerning reading quarters for students, Ellsworth states that “This is 
an important problem. It needs to be studied in terms of campus- 
wide study facilities and in terms of what the student needs to read. 
The problem is somewhat intangible but should be tackled. Different 
methods of teaching should be analyzed in terms of the study con- 
ditions they require.”17 There are echoes of this research need in the 
work by Robert Sommer of the Department of Psychology, University 
of California, Davis, in his work on reading quarters and degrees of 
privacy. Writing in 1967, Sommer stated that data on the use of 
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study carrels and student reaction to them do not support recom- 
mendations for substantial increases in carrel facilities, although 
some authors have recently considered that 75 to 85 percent of all 
library seating should be of an individual carrel nature.I8 As much 
as library design has improved, the study areas remain critical and 
are almost never handled in ways which meet most of the students’ 
stated desires. 
Another over-all critique may be cited. Writing about libraries in 
Bricks and Mortarboards, a 1964 report from the Educational Fa- 
cilities Laboratories on college planning and building, Alvin Toffler 
states: 
When the modular revolution began, shortly after World 
War 11, its critics charged that it would create large 
numbers of standardized, factory-like libraries across 
the country. Similar design principles had been used 
in hasty construction of aircraft plants and similar struc- 
tures during the war. Characteristically they were long, 
low, unbelievably bleak, and unimaginative. The loft 
spaces in them were too big, emphasizing the close- 
ness of the ceilings and giving the interiors a claustro- 
phobic appearance. The ruthless elimination of orna-
ment heightened their look of grim, uninviting 
efficiency. . . . 
A number of early modular libraries shared these 
unpleasant characteristics. But since the mid-fifties 
increasing attention had been paid to making college 
and university libraries livable. 
What might be called the new humanism of the li- 
brary can be seen in the way space is cut up and put 
together, as well as in the way it is subsequently fur- 
nished.l9 
T d e r  continues by pointing out that much of the interior of li-
braries in the fifties was totally unaesthetic and in a style that was 
“dead“ as far as the students were concerned. In the words of the 
pronlinent architect, Gyo Obata, “Within the essentially horizontal 
spaces of the pure modular library we have very little chance to 
create any spaces that would add a new dimension for a person 
going through the building.’” Toffler accompanied his report with 
pictures to show how a few of the very best architects like Obata 
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have turned this design problem into modern successes. He urged 
libraries to follow the lead of the few who have modulated stark 
modularity into a new style of far greater sophistication. 
This is not to say that librarians and architects have now learned 
how to niakc their buildings totally flexible, pleasing, economical, 
efficient and satisfactory to the students and librarians on the one 
hand and to the trustees and the alumni body on the other. The 
number of successes are unfortunately outnumbered by those not 
reaching this level of achievement, and there are still formidable 
problems. 
Two problems of fundamental importance which come up at the 
very beginning of the planning process will be mentioned first. First, 
there are not adequate and comprehensive quantitative data which 
provide planning parameters. ( A  brief but inadequate set adopted 
for the University of California is reference number six in Mul- 
ler's article.) Any set which does not cover all types of services and 
materials or which does not leave room for quality considerations 
and judgment will lead to later library frustrations. This danger is 
compounded when distant state government agencies exercise super- 
visorial prerogatives on the basis of such planning parameters. There 
is, secondly, major disagreement amid the pressures of campus pol- 
itics on the degree of library physical centralization that can be 
justified. This is a problem touched upon in the article by Davidson 
and given specific attention in Ellsworth's private publication, yet 
there exists no commonly accepted set of principles to help with 
this problem. 
Financing and cost control present another difficult aspect-the 
obtaining of comparative cost data, an important matter when 
trustees may try to determine why their library building is going to 
cost more than one in a distant city. For example, it is not possible 
to take the Doto Buildings Cost Calculator2l and use the index for 
San Francisco at 389 and New York at 310 to convert the New York 
University Library costs for construction into a San Francisco con- 
dition. New York has to cope with winter weather; the San Francisco 
building must be designed for earthquake resistance. In the build- 
ing index such varying construction problems and code requirements 
are not reckoned with; the index merely figures differences in ma- 
terial costs and labor. The Engineering News Record cost index is 
no more helpful. 





tions which have not been adequately resolved for research librar- 
ies.22 In Chicago, for example, the code requires basement levels with 
stack areas to be subdivided by masonry walls and fire doors despite 
the fact that they hold a single collection. The Uniform Building 
Code (Section 3304.C) prevents dead-ended stack aisles of more 
than six sections. The waste space under stairs at the lowest level 
cannot be utilized (Section 3308.F). The constraints upon fire exits 
and panic hardware on doors (Section 3307-3315) and the inability 
to lock up a research library, as one would lock a vault with rare 
materials, are further evidence that librarians and academic ad- 
ministrators have not stated their case before state boards as per- 
suasively as have fire marshals and building inspectors.23 
One could easily continue with a list of mistakes and frustrations 
which librarians face when planning and seeing through the con-
struction of new facilities. The 1965 Library Buildings Institute pro- 
ceedings include seventeen pages devoted to mistakes; note espe-
cially those singled out by Jesse.24 
In an effort to publicize important improvements in the design of 
university libraries and to help reduce the more egregious errors, the 
authors of this issue of Libranj Trends deal comprehensively with a 
selection of major current issues in the planning of libraries. The 
first three topics were chosen to provide summaries of what is hap- 
pening, why it is occurring, and how it is being achieved. The next 
eight articles provide practical detail on some of the more difficult 
and challenging of the major problem areas in designing university 
library buildings. 
The paper on “Design Fashions” surveys major university architec- 
tural trends in this century. “Significant Developments” concentrates 
on significant changes in library space treatment during the past 
twenty years. “Master Planning” refers to methods of planning as well 
as the treatment of major units in the library system. Specific prac- 
tical problems are handled in chapters which treat them in more 
detail than the three above. “Financing” surveys the range of issues 
and illuminates the complexities in understanding costs. “Urban 
Building Problems” studies particular problems accentuated under 
urban conditions, “Undergraduate Libraries” deals with the philos- 
ophy of such a structure as well as special internal conditions. The 
“Branch Library” paper highlights space problems due to decentral- 
ization, the nature of branch areas, and the storage library facility. 
“Special Collections” are treated in a comparison of the more success- 
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ful designs of the past thirty years. The special characteristics of 
“Media” facilities are given a thorough review. “Lighting and Me- 
chanical Progress,” an increasingly difficult field, is given detailed 
analysis. “Automation,” a major issue requiring difficult decisions, is 
here given a practical treatment. 
Each of the papers is by an acknowledged expert. Not that it is 
claimed that these are definitive statements; on the contrary, these 
authors are keenly aware of the rapid developments in space planning 
and they are dealing with difficult current issues in the design of 
university libraries. All who shared in this publication hope it will 
be a useful document and aid in the goal of producing better quarters 
for library service to university communities. 
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